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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of Cains
2-7, which constitute all the clainms remaining in the

appl i cation.

Claim4 reads as foll ows:
4. \Weel slippage control system conprising

wheel speed sensor neans for producing a wheel speed
signal during preset conputing cycles, each conputing cycle
bei ng di vided into subcycles of uniformduration, said whee
speed signal having null tines,

means assigning a tine base value to each null tine,

a first register in which the last three tinme base
values including a third last, second last, and |ast tinme base
val ue are stored,

neans for determ ning a wheel speed value fromthe
third last tinme base value and the last tinme base value at the
begi nni ng of each subcycl e,

a second register in which the wheel speed value is
stored,

nmeans for produci ng brake pressure control signals
during a computing cycle using the | ast wheel speed val ue
stored in the previous conputing cycle, and

means for controlling brake pressure using said
brake pressure control signals.

The Exam ner’s Answer cites no prior art.
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OPI NI ON

Clainms 2-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
first paragraph, “as failing to provide an adequate witten
description and failing to teach how to nake and/or use the
Invention.” Examner’s Answer at 7. W understand this to be
a rejection for lack of an enabling disclosure.

The exam ner states that “[t]he specification is
devoi d of any description pertaining to the manner in which
the valves are nodulated to inplenent anti-lock control.”
Exami ner’s Answer at 7. However, because the clains do not
specify the manner in which the valves are nodul ated to
i npl enment anti-lock control, no enablenent of that is
necessary.

The exam ner further states that “it is unclear as
to how the ‘brake pressure control signals’ are utilized in
nodul ati ng the valves in any new nmanner.” Exam ner’s Answer
at 7-8. During prosecution Appellants submtted to the
exam ner a publication and patents to denponstrate that those

skilled in the art are able to control brake pressure using
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brake pressure control signals. The exam ner’s Answer does
not address that subm ssion.

Appel | ants’ subm ssi on appears to denonstrate that
the clained subject matter is supported by an enabling
di scl osure. The exam ner provides no reason why that is not

so. W will not sustain the rejection.

CONCLUSI ON

The rejection of Cains 2-7 is reversed.

REVERSED

ERRCL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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M CHAEL R FLEM NG BOARD OF
PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

JAMES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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